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Student adjustment to college has been a topic of interest to researchers for 
many years. This research has attempted to identify and measure psychological traits 
or characteristics that contribute to a student's adjustment or maladjustment (Bruch, 
1977; Cook, 1967; Fowler, Stevens, Coyle, & Marlowe, 1968; Fricke, 1965; 
Houston, 1971; Kleinmuntz, 1960, 1961, 1963; Lachar, 1974; Lopez, Campbell, & 
Watkins, 1986; Parker, 1961; Schwartz & Giacoman, 1972; Sturm, Zax, Clarfield, & 
Pratt, 1977; Zitzow, 1984). More recently, attention has turned to viewing college 
adjustment as a broad construct that includes several dimensions such as social 
adjustment, psychological adjustment, academic adjustment, relationships with faculty, 
attachment or commitment to the institution, etc. (Anastasi, Meade, & Schneiders, 
1960; Baker & Siryk, 1984; Baumgart & Johnstone, 1977; Bean, 1983, 1985; Borow, 
1947; Henton, Lamke, Murphy, & Haynes, 1980; Kramer, 1980; Kurash, 1979; 
Munro, 1981; Pervin & Rubin, 1967; Terenzini, Lorang, & Pascarella, 1981; and 
Terenzini & Pascarella, 1977). 
From an institutional perspective, there is interest in understanding college 
adjustment as it relates to academic success and persistence. Are students who adjust 
well to college more likely to complete their degrees than students who do not adjust 
as well? Do better adjusted students perform better academically? The ability to 
describe the various adjustments students must make in the college environment and 
to correlate these adjustments to academic achievement and continued enrollment at 
the institution would be very important to those in higher education who are 
concerned with maximizing retention and minimizing attrition. The first step in this 
process is to develop reliable measures of college adjustment. 
Baker and Siryk (1984) developed the Student Adaptation to College 
Questionnaire (SACQ) which purports to measure five dimensions of college 
adjustment: academic adjustment, social adjustment, personal-emotional adjustment, 
goal/institutional commitment, and the "general adjustment" involved in a transition. 
The Baker-Siryk measure is a rationally derived instrument composed of four sub-
scale scores and a measure of overall adjustment when subscale scores are added 
together. The instrument was developed using traditional-aged freshmen at a 
residential university. 
One weakness of the Student Adaptation to College Questionnaire is that it 
may have limited applicability to commuter, part-time, and/or older students (e.g., 
some items reference living away from home in a university residence hall). Further, 
while the four sub-scales of this instrument (academic adjustment, social adjustment, 
personal-emotional adjustment, and goal/institutional commitment) may be important 
adjustment factors for "non-traditional" students (i.e., students who are not 
necessarily residence hall inhabitants, or traditional-aged or enrolled full-time), there 
is research (e.g., Astin, 1976; Chartrand, 1990; Gerson, 1985) and theory (Bean & 
Metzner, 1985; Tinto, 1986, 1988) to suggest that factors external to the college 
environment may also have a significant impact on their adjustments. These include 
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factors such as role conflict, support from family and friends, time demands, and 
finances. The SACQ does not include these factors in its framework. 
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In 1987, Brown, Brennan, Gibson, Multon, and Vachon (unpublished 
manuscript) developed the Student Transition Questionnaire (STQ) to measure college 
adjustment factors for undergraduate adult students (defined in the 1987 study as 25 
years of age or older). Expanding on Baker and Siryk's work, Brown et al. used 
Bean and Metzner's (1985) theoretical model of attrition for non-traditional students 
as a framework in the development of their instrument. Their original 114-item 
inventory was tested with a group (N = 506) of adult undergraduate commuter students 
at a Midwestern university. Factor analysis of the data obtained from this sample 
yielded an 82-item measure consisting of seven factors: academic adjustment, social 
(on-campus) adjustment, psychological/ emotional strain, support from family, support 
from others (outside of family and college contacts), goal commitment, and 
institutional commitment. The STQ is similar to the SACQ in that both inventories 
include academic adjustment, social adjustment and psychological adjustment sub-
scales. Institutional commitment and goal commitment are combined to form one 
sub-scale on the SACQ, while on the STQ they are separate sub-scales. The STQ has 
sub-scales measuring non-institutional factors: support from family and support from 
(off-campus) others. These last two factors are not measured with Baker and Siryk's 
SACQ. 
As the student profile at American colleges becomes a more heterogeneous 
mix of part-time and full-time students, "traditional-aged" and older students, and 
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students who commute as well as those who live in residence halls, is it possible to 
measure college adjustment with one instrument? Although the Student Transition 
Questionnaire was originally developed for non-traditional-aged undergraduate 
students, the factors identified in the exploratory factor analysis include constructs 
often cited in reference to adjustment dimensions of traditional-aged students. The 
purpose of this study is to investigate the applicability of the STQ with traditional-
aged college students through an analysis of the factor structure yielded when the 
instrument is tested with traditional-aged college students. If the original seven-factor 
solution generated from the non-traditional-aged population fits with data collected 
from traditional-aged college students, the instrument may be a useful tool in 
measuring college adjustment regardless of age. The additional scales measuring non-
institutional social factors can also be used to explore their impact on academic 
performance and persistence of traditional as well as non-traditional students. 
Further, Brown et al. (1987) found that items relating to satisfaction with the 
academic aspects of the college environment primarily defined the institutional 
commitment factor for their sample of adult students. Since most theories of 
traditional college student retention (e.g., Tinto, 1975, 1986, 1988) suggest that 
institutional commitment is primarily defined by satisfaction with the social aspects of 
the campus, it is also of interest to compare the composition of this factor (and other 
factors) in the present sample to that obtained by Brown et al. (1987). If institutional 
commitment is marked in both samples by academic satisfaction items, then extant 
theories of traditional student retention may need to be reworked to account for this 
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finding. On the other hand, if the item composition of the institutional commitment 
factor is different for traditional and non-traditional samples (i.e., marked by 
academic satisfaction in the latter and social satisfaction in the former) this finding 
would provide (a) support for models of traditional college student retention, (b) 
important data on how institutional commitment may be differentially enhanced in 
non-traditional students, as well as (c) suggest that different forms of the STQ be used 
in measuring the institutional commitment of traditional and non-traditional students. 
The STQ was administered to traditional-aged, full-time college students at the 
same private, Midwestern university used in the Brown et al. (unpublished 
manuscript) study. The sample was divided into two groups: those who lived in 
university residence halls and those who were commuter students. The data for each 
sub-sample were subjected to a Principal Components analysis with a varimax rotation 
to the same seven-factor solution that was generated in the Brown et al. sample. The 
Cattell, Balcar, Hom, & Nesselroade's Salient Variable Similarity Index (S; 1969) 
was used to compare the factor structures obtained from the adult (from the Brown et 
al. study), residence hall, and commuter student (traditional-aged) samples in order to 
identify similarities and differences among them. The Salient Variable Similarity 
Index can only be used to compare the similarity of one factor structure with another. 
Therefore, the factor structures and factor compositions from the following pairs of 
data sets were compared: 
1) residence hall group and traditional-aged commuter student group (all 
are traditional-aged and enrolled full-time, but differ in residential 
status); 
2) non-traditional-aged group from the Brown et al. study and traditional-
aged commuter student group (all are commuters, but differ in age and 
enrollment status); 
3) non-traditional-aged group from Brown et al. study and combined 
(residence hall and commuter) traditional-aged group (difference is in 
age and enrollment status). 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
In reviewing the literature on college adjustment, it is interesting to note that 
while there are many studies measuring college adjustment or using adjustment as a 
dependent variable, there are no theoretical models of college adjustment. In most 
research, college adjustment is defined by the outcome (e.g., whether or not students 
sought psychological counseling; grade point average; continued enrollment at the 
institution, etc.) or by the questionnaire items used to measure adjustment. One of 
the few available definitions of college adjustment was provided by Baker and Siryk 
(1984): " ... the college experience is multifaceted and includes demands varying both 
in kind and degree. These demands require a variety of coping responses (or 
'adjustments') that will themselves vary in effectiveness" (p. 181). 
The literature reviewed in this chapter highlights a variety of different 
approaches to college adjustment. Some focus on the psychological concept of 
adjustment, while others are concerned with the consequences of the individual's 
adjustment or maladjustment. Still other researchers are interested in how a student's 
adjustment or lack of it may affect the institution (e.g., whether a student continues at 
the institution or leaves); and there are those studies which investigate adjustment 
through the interaction of the individual with the institutional environment. This 
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chapter will provide a historical summary of different measures of college adjustment, 
describe the development of the Student Adaptation to College Questionnaire (Baker 
& Siryk, 1989) and describe the development of the Student Transition 
Questionnaire, the instrument being investigated in this study. 
Historical Summary 
One of the earliest researchers interested in college adjustment was Henry 
Borow. From his review of the literature on predicting college performance, Borow 
(1946) discussed how measures of ability, such as entrance examinations or aptitude 
tests could not always predict college performance. As researchers since the 1940's 
have continued to find (Astin, 1971; Bean, 1980; Blanchfield, 1971; Chase, 1970; 
Graff & Hansen, 1970; Iffert, 1955; Lavin, 1965; Panos & Astin, 1968; Pantages and 
Creedon, 1978; Pascarella, Duby, Miller & Rasher, 1981; Tinto, 1975; and Waller 
1964), Borow highlighted the fact that high school performance (in his research 
identified as high school rank) is a stronger indicator of college performance than 
aptitude tests or entrance examinations. While some might interpret high school 
performance as a measure of intellectual ability, Borow points out that it " ... reflects 
... [a student's] self-application to studies as well as his educational ability and 
achievement" (1947, p. 274). Borow believed that there were "attitudes, aspirations, 
and personal practices not directly evaluated by tests of academic aptitude" ( 194 7, 
p.277) which contributed to a college student's academic success. In other words, 
high school performance includes both ability and non-intellectual dimensions (e.g., 
vocational and educational goals, study habits, time management skills, participation 
in extra-curricular activities, etc.) which contribute to academic achievement. If we 
could measure these non-intellectual factors, we might be better able to predict 
academic performance. 
He developed the College Inventory of Academic Adjustment (CIAA, Borow, 
1947), to measure non-intellectual components which may contribute to academic 
success. Borow started with an inventory of 400 items developed from scales 
measuring personality traits, study habits and skills, and interests and attitudes. 
Borow also drew from readings on college adjustment and study habits and from his 
own experiences with college students at the Pennsylvania State College to generate 
these items (1947). To refine his instrument, Borow had two groups of students 
complete the 400 item inventory: (a) 100 female and 95 male "positive deviates" 
(i.e., students whose freshman year GP A was significantly better than predicted on 
the basis of entrance exam scores), and (b) 100 female and 95 male "negative 
deviates" (i.e., students whose freshman year GPA was significantly worse than 
predicted on the same basis). Items (n=90) which reliably discriminated between 
positive and negative deviates were then organized by expert raters into six 
categories: 
curricular adjustment: items reflecting satisfaction with college in general and 
the student's individual chosen curriculum; 
maturity of goals and level of aspiration: items purporting to measure the 
clarity of a student's life and educational goals, his/her desire and effort to 
achieve them, and his/her sense of values; 
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personal efficiency: planning and use of time: items designed to assess the 
effectiveness with which students schedule and carry out their daily activities; 
study skills and practices: items investigating students' study skills outside the 
classroom and academic skills in the classroom; 
mental health: items measuring students' "emotional adjustments;" and 
personal relations with faculty and peers: items exploring the student's ability 
to get along with instructors and other students (1947, pp. 278-281). 
The College Inventory of Academic Adjustment was further refined through 
additional research studies in which CIAA sub-scales were compared with other 
criterion measures such as the Wrenn Study-Habits Inventory, 4 scales of the Bell 
Adjustment Inventory, and the Emotional Stability and Dominance-Submission scales 
of the Bernreuter Personality Inventory (Borow 1951). 
While Borow's research focused on non-intellectual student characteristics that 
might predict academic success and retention, other researchers explored college 
adjustment from the broader perspective of psychological adjustment. The Minnesota 
Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI), one of the most popular instruments used 
in the research of personality adjustment of normal and abnormal populations in the 
1940's through the 1960's (Drummond, 1992; Newmark, 1985; Sundberg, 1961; 
Welsh & Dahlstrom, 1956), was also used extensively to predict academic 
performance and achievement of college students (Forsyth, 1967). The popularity of 
the MMPI in research with college populations can be demonstrated by Kleinmuntz's 
(1962) review of 179 articles that used the MMPI with college populations from 1947 
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to 1961, and Forsyth's article (1967) which reviewed an additional 55 MMPI-related 
studies in the literature from 1961 to 1966. 
During this period, the MMPI was often used by university counseling centers 
or was included in test batteries administered to all incoming students (Forsyth, 1967; 
Loper, Robertson & Swanson, 1968). The interest in college adjustment or 
maladjustment during this time focused largely on developing MMPI personality 
scales to predict college success and (less often) attrition. 
For example, Kleinmuntz (1960, 1961) developed a college maladjustment 
scale (Mt) comprised of 43 MMPI items that reliably differentiated students who had 
prior or current contact with the university mental health clinic from those who did 
not use the university mental health services. According to Kleinmuntz, the 43 items 
of the Mt Scale relate to one of six themes: feelings of ineffectualness and 
worthlessness; lack of interest in life and an inability to get started on things; an 
attitude that life seems to be a strain much of the time; feelings of worry, 
nervousness, and fear of going to pieces; gastro-intestinal preoccupation; and an 
inability to concentrate and to keep one's mind from wandering. 
Other researchers in this period sought to develop instruments especially 
designed for college students which were shorter than the 566 item MMPI (Fricke, 
1965; Wright, 1967). The Opinion, Aptitude, and Interest Survey (OAIS; Fricke, 
1965) was developed to assess several personality and interest variables which were 
deemed relevant to the admission of students to colleges or to precollege counseling. 
The OAIS is comprised of 396 true-false items, which generate 14 scales categorized 
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into 4 types: a) three response bias scales; b) three academic promise scales 
("Achiever Personality", "Intellectual Quality" and "Creative Personality"); c) three 
psychological adjustment scales ("Social Adjustment," "Emotional Adjustment," and 
"Masculine Orientation"); and d) five educational-vocational interest scales. 
Another scale developed in the 1960' s was the Personal Rating Scale (Wright 
1967), a 26-item inventory designed to assess sources of stress for college students. 
In its initial development, Wright correlated the Personal Rating Scale to 
maladjustment as measured by Kleinmuntz's Mt scale. Wright found that the scale 
provided information about the nature of stress being experienced and also suggested 
some idea about the type of maladjustment being experienced. Of particular note, this 
is one of the earlier articles to discuss the process of entering college as a "life 
transition." Wright also alluded to the interactional nature of college adjustment when 
he suggested that the institution establish programs to help with the transition. Up 
until this point, research on college adjustment viewed it as a trait of the individual or 
a constellation of individual personality traits that contributed to the construct of 
college adjustment with little exploration of the effect the institution may have on the 
individual. 
The Zax Information Profile (ZIP; Zax, 1974) was discussed in an article by 
Sturm, Zax, Clarfield and Pratt (1977) as a measure of college adjustment. In this 
study, the ZIP, a personality test based on a person's "general fund of information," 
differentiated between students who sought counseling services from the University 
and students who did not seek University counseling services. The authors assumed 
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that students who sought counseling services were students who were having problems 
adjusting and that students who did not seek counseling services were adjusting well. 
Therefore, they suggested that the Zax Information Profile could serve as a screening 
device for freshmen to help identify target populations for the development of 
preventive programs. No other published research further investigating the use of the 
Zax Information Profile was found. 
The Psychological Screening Inventory (PSI) developed by Lanyon (1970), 
was another measure used to predict college adjustment (Bruch, 1977). The PSI is 
composed of five scales: Alienation (serious psychopathology); Social Nonconformity 
(anti-social behavior); Discomfort (anxiety or general neuroticism); Expression 
(extraversion); and Defensiveness (defensive test-taking response). Bruch (1977) used 
the PSI to explore whether it could reliably identify (a) students who sought 
counseling, (b) the kinds of presenting problems discussed with the counselor, and (c) 
certain process and outcome variables in counseling intervention. He also correlated 
PSI scores with ratings of residence hall social adjustment. 
The College Adjustment Rating Scale (CARS; Zitzow, 1984) was designed to 
measure the occurrence of stressful events in students' lives and the self-perceived 
intensity of the stress. Zitzow identified four domains or environments which he 
believed to be particularly relevant for college students: academic, social, personal, 
and family-home. The CARS is composed of 100 items, with 25 items developed for 
each of the four domains. The items were selected from the Holmes-Rahe Social 
Readjustment Scale (Holmes & Rahe, 1967) and other related literature. When 
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completing the Scale, respondents first indicate whether or not they have experienced 
the item, and if so, the degree of stress they felt about the item using a 0 - 9 scale, (0 
= no stress, 9 = high stress). Zitzow collected data from 1146 students from four 
different institutions of higher education. The only assessment of construct validity 
undertaken in this study was to compare sub-scale total scores and total scores of 
students ref erred to counseling with those of students not referred for counseling. 
Those referred for counseling had significantly higher stress scores in each of the four 
domain sub-scales and had significantly higher total scores. 
Development of the Student Adaptation to College Questionnaire 
One of the most comprehensive measures of college adjustment to date is 
Baker and Siryk's (1984) Student Adaptation to College Questionnaire (SACQ). It was 
developed from a framework that views college adjustment as being multi-
dimensional, demonstrates an acceptable level of reliability, and relates sub-scales to 
various independent criteria of adjustment. Based on their review of the literature, 
Baker and Siryk initially constructed a 52 item measure designed to assess academic, 
social and personal-emotional adjustment and institutional and/or goal commitment. 
In each of these areas, the authors explored the demands experienced by students and 
developed items which were thought to be indicants of those demands. 
The academic sub-scale includes items that relate to students' attitudes about 
their academic goals and academic work, how well they are applying themselves to 
their studies, the effectiveness of their academic efforts, and their satisfaction with the 
academic environment. 
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The social sub-scale was developed with a residential college campus in mind. 
It has items that refer to residence hall life. This sub-scale also includes items that 
explore the extent of students' involvement in, and level of success with, social 
activities and interpersonal relationships, and satisfaction with the social environment 
of campus. 
The personal-emotional sub-scale includes items that relate to how students are 
feeling both psychologically and physically. 
The institutional and/ or goal commitment sub-scale was originally labelled the 
"general" sub-scale and included items which addressed the general demands of a 
transition (e.g., I feel that I fit in well as part of the ... environment) as well as items 
that related to students' commitment to the institution and commitment to completion 
of their academic goals. 
In their initial study, Baker and Siryk (1984) collected data from three 
successive entering freshman classes from an East coast, independent, urban, 
residential university. For each freshman class, students completed the instrument at 
the beginning of both the first and second semesters, yielding six administrations of 
the Student Adaptation to College Questionnaire. They reported a Cronbach alpha 
reliability coefficient of . 94 for three of the six administrations of the full scale and 
alpha coefficients ranging from .73 to .89 for the four sub-scales. Baker and Siryk 
correlated the four sub-scales as well as the full scale score to four criterion variables: 
attrition after one year; use of the Psychological Services Center during the freshman 
year; freshman year GP A; and election to an academic honor society in junior or 
senior years. Attrition correlated significantly with the general (institutional and/or 
goal commitment) and social sub-scales and the full scale consistently across all six 
administrations. Use of the Psychological Services Center correlated significantly 
across all six administrations with the personal-emotional sub-scale. There was a 
significant relationship between the academic sub-scale and freshman year GP A in 
five of the six administrations of the Student Adaptation to College Questionnaire. 
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The academic sub-scale also significantly correlated, although not as consistently (four 
of six administrations) with election to the academic honor society. 
Baker and Siryk (1989) later expanded their measure to 67 items to improve 
the homogeneity of the sub-scales. The academic sub-scale has 24 items; the social 
sub-scale 20 items; and the personal-emotional sub-scale has 15 items. The general 
or institutional/goal commitment sub-scale, comprised of 15 items, was renamed the 
attachment sub-scale. Eight items on the attachment sub-scale are also included in the 
social sub-scale; one item from the attachment sub-scale is also used for the academic 
sub-scale, and two items contribute to the full scale score which are not used for any 
of the sub-scales. 
Although the Student Adaptation to College Questionnaire is readily available 
as one of two published measures of college adjustment (the other being Borow's 
College Inventory of Academic Adjustment), the SACQ has its limitations. The 
constructs thought to be representative of college adjustment (i.e., academic 
adjustment, social adjustment, personal-emotional adjustment,and institutional/goal 
commitment) are not grounded in any particular theory. The sub-scales, rationally 
derived, were not empirically confirmed. While no information was given as to the 
age, residential status (residence hall or commuter), or part-time or full-time 
enrollment status of the sample, from the rationale given regarding the sub-scale 
development (Baker & Siryk, 1984, p. 181), it would seem that the instrument was 
constructed for and tested on full-time, traditional-aged, residential undergraduate 
students. There are several items which explore residence hall living, social skills, 
and social activities on campus. 
Development of the Student Transition Questionnaire 
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All the measures of college adjustment described thus far were developed with 
the traditional-aged, 18-22 year-old residence hall student in mind. This "typical" 
college student is adjusting to the social as well as the academic environment of the 
college campus. For this student, the role of college student becomes a primary one, 
while other life roles are left behind or are greatly diminished in importance. From a 
developmental perspective, people at this age are often focused on such issues as: 
separation from parents, developing their self-identity as an adult, and establishing 
intimate relationships with significant others. While these developmental issues or 
tasks are not directly related to college adjustment, they nonetheless may influence 
college adjustment because they are active issues for the 18-22 year old college 
student. 
Although some of these instruments were developed at a time when the typical 
college student was a person 18 to 22 years of age who attended school on a full-time 
basis and lived in a college residence hall, there has been a significant decrease in the 
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numbers of these "typical" students and a definite increase in the numbers of 
"nontraditional" students -- students who commute, and/or attend college part-time, 
and/or are older than 22 years of age (Bean & Metzner, 1985; Carnegie Council, 
1980; Hirschorn, 1988; Hughes, 1982; Kuh & Ardaiolo, 1979). This review of 
extant research on adjustment measures reveals that no study to date has differentiated 
samples in terms of full-time vs. part-time enrollment or commuter students vs. 
residence hall students. Thus, it is difficult to ascertain whether the aspects of 
adjustment measured by these inventories are representative of the adjustments of 
students who are enrolled part-time, and/or are commuters, and/or are older than the 
18-22 year-old "typical" college student. At the same time, it is clear that there may 
be additional variables external to the campus environment such as role conflict, time 
demands, support from family, financial concerns, etc., which may also have a 
significant impact on the adjustment of these students (Astin, 1976; Chartrand, 1990; 
Gerson, 1985; Hughes, 1982; Kuh & Ardaiolo, 1979). In addition, the 
developmental issues common to 18-22 year olds may not be active issues for older 
students and, therefore, may not influence college adjustment for these "non-
traditional" students. 
The Student Transition Questionnaire (STQ; Brown, Brennan, Gibson, Multon, 
and Vachon, 1987, unpublished manuscript) was designed to assess college adjustment 
for non-traditional aged learners. Brown et al. searched for theoretical models to 
guide the development of the STQ. Since no theories or models of college adjustment 
could be found, they investigated theoretical frameworks for college attrition because 
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the decision the leave college or to stay is seen to be one outcome of college 
adjustment. Two theoretical models of attrition were explored: Tinto's conceptual 
model of voluntary withdrawal from college (1975) and Bean and Metzner's model 
of nontraditional student attrition (1985). Brown et al. chose Bean and Metzner's 
model over the more widely researched model of Vincent Tinto (1975) because 
Tinto's model was developed with the traditional-aged, full-time residential student in 
mind. 
The Bean and Metzner model (see Figure 1) suggests that dropout decisions 
will be primarily influenced by the following variables: 
(1) intent to leave; 
(2) academic outcome (GPA); 
(3) psychological outcomes such as perceived utility of college education, 
satisfaction, or degree to which the student enjoys being a student, 
commitment to the goal of completing a college education, and stress 
from external factors as well as stress from the time and effort needed 
for college study; 
(4) academic variables such as study habits, use of academic advising, 
certainty of academic major, and course availability that fits the 
student's schedule; 
(5) social integration variables which refer to the extent and quality of the 
student's interaction with the social system of the institution (e.g., 
relationships with instructors, relationships with other students, amount 
of satisfaction with these relationships, and participation in 
extracurricular campus activities); 
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(6) environmental variables such as finances, number of hours of 
employment, encouragement to continue college from people outside of 
the institution (e.g., spouse, parents, family, friends, co-workers), 
family responsibilities, and opportunity to transfer to other institutions; 
(7) background and defining variables such as age, enrollment status (part-
time, full-time), residence (commuter vs. residence hall), educational 
goals (highest degree sought, importance of achieving goal, likelihood 
of completing goal at present institution), high school academic 
performance, ethnicity, gender (Bean & Metzner, 1985). 
Drawing from the work of Baker and Siryk (1984) and grounded in Bean and 
Metzner' s model of nontraditional undergraduate student attrition, Brown et al. 
originally developed a 114-item instrument with items relating to academic 
adjustment, social (on-campus) adjustment, psychological/emotional adjustment, 
environmental (non-campus) support/strain, and attachment. In the fall of 1987, the 
STQ was completed by 506 adult (25 years and older) undergraduate commuter 
students at a Midwestern university. The 114-item questionnaire was subjected to a 
Principal Components Analysis. A subsequent varimax rotation yielded seven 
interpretable components using 82 of the original 114 items (i.e., 32 items were 
eliminated because they either failed to load on the seven primary factors or 
comprised idiosyncratic, unstable and unreliable factors). After examining the items 
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in each component, they were labelled: 
1. academic adjustment (14 items) 
2. social (on-campus) adjustment/integration (16 items) 
3. psychological/emotional strain (19 items) 
4. support from family (11 items) 
5. support from others (outside of family and college contacts) (9 items) 
6. goal commitment ( 6 items) 
7. institutional commitment (7 items). 
Scales saved on the seven primary principal components also appeared to be 
internally consistent and homogeneous (Cronbach's alpha = .75 to .91). Scale 
intercorrelations were much lower than scale reliability estimates indicating that each 
scale was measuring a distinctive construct. The replicability of the factor structure 
was tested by randomly splitting the sample into two groups of 253 subjects each. 
The data from each group were subjected to the principal components extraction 
method and varimax rotation using the seven factor solution. The factor loadings 
generated from each sample were then compared to each other using the Cattell, 
Balcar, Horn & Nesselroade's (1969) Salient Variable Similarity Index (S). 
Acceptable S indices were produced [range = .80 (institutional commitment) to 1.00 
(both family support and goal commitment)], indicating that all seven factors were 
clearly replicable. 
The investigators then explored the relationship of the seven scales to two 
criterion indices: semester grade point average (GPA), and persistence (measured by 
whether or not the subject was enrolled in classes the semester after the STQ was 
completed). All scales except institutional commitment correlated significantly with 
GPA. The academic adjustment scale correlated significantly higher with GPA than 
did the other scales. Second semester enrollment status correlated significantly with 
the academic adjustment, goal commitment and institutional commitment scales. 
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The seven scales generated by the component analysis relate to the 
nontraditional student attrition model articulated by Bean and Metzner (1985). With 
the exception of factors four and five (support from family and support from others), 
the remaining five factors also correspond to Tinto's model of traditional student 
attrition (1975). Although Tinto's original model did not include off-campus variables 
such as support from family and friends, the "support" components have some 
relation to Tinto's later writings (1986, 1988) which highlight the concept of 
"competing communities," (i.e., other communities or groups in which a student is a 
member or has a role identity). Tinto has further hypothesized in his early (1975) 
and later (1986, 1988) writings that social integration is a major (if not the major) 
predictor of attrition among traditionally aged college students. Interestingly, Brown 
et al. (1987) did not find support for this hypothesis in their non-traditional student 
sample. They found that social integration was not related either significantly or 
substantially to continued enrollment. Further, academic adjustment (along with the 
two commitment scales) predicted attrition. 
Summary 
The literature on college adjustment demonstrates that there are many ways to 
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look at the topic. A perspective that dominated the research in the 1950's and 1960's 
investigated college adjustment as a unidimensional, psychological construct most 
often related to the dependent variable of seeking psychological services. More recent 
research views college adjustment as multi-dimensional, acknowledging that students 
have to make different kinds of adjustments when they assume the role of college 
student. While no theories of college adjustment exist, some researchers have turned 
to the literature on college persistence and attrition to provide a theoretical framework 
in the development of measures of college adjustment. 
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Figure 1: Bean and Metzner' s model of nontraditional student attrition, from "A 
Conceptual Model of Nontraditional Undergraduate Student Attrition" by J.P. Bean 
and B.S. Metzner, 1985, Review of Educational Research, 55, p. 491. Reprinted 







Subjects and Procedures 
Because this study was designed to compare the factor structure and factor 
composition of the STQ when administered to traditional-aged students with that 
obtained from non-traditional-aged students in the Brown et al. (1987) sample, several 
efforts were made to parallel the 1987 study. First, subjects for this study were 
drawn from the same private, Midwestern university used by Brown et al. (1987). 
Second, subjects received the instrument at the same time in the academic year as 
they did in the first study (i.e., middle of the fall semester). Third, although the 
Student Transition Questionnaire was pared down to 82 items from the original 114 
item version by Brown et al. (1987), the subjects in the current study were sent the 
original 114-item STQ so that they would be responding to the same instrument as 
the 1987 sample. 
In the Fall of 1989, two groups of traditional-aged, full-time, undergraduate 
students completed the STQ. Traditional-aged was defined in this study as less than 
twenty-two years of age. Full-time, undergraduate status was defined as being 
enrolled in one of the full-time, undergraduate academic divisions of the University. 
By the institution's definition, full-time enrollment is defined as being enrolled in a 
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minimum of twelve credit hours of coursework. One group (Group A) was composed 
of commuter students, defined as students who were not living in a University 
residence hall and who were living at home with their parents at the time of 
administration. The other group (Group B) was composed of students who lived in 
University-managed residence halls at the time of the administration. Students who 
neither lived in University residence halls nor at home with their parents at the time 
of the study (e.g. , those who live in fraternity I sorority houses, students who live in 
off-campus apartments located close to campus) were not included in order to clearly 
separate residential versus non-residential students. 
Participation in the study was voluntary, but incentives were offered for 
participation. Students who chose to participate returned, with the STQ, a separate 
form on which they indicated their name, address and telephone number. After 
separating the forms from the STQ to insure anonymity, a random drawing was held 
to select two students who each received a fifty-dollar gift certificate from the 
University Bookstore. 
Selection of Commuter Student Subjects 
The initial commuter sample was identified from official University records. 
Mailing labels were generated for all students who were full-time undergraduates, less 
than 22 years of age, and whose local address and permanent address were the same. 
This procedure yielded a potential sample of 4600 students. An actual sample of 
2300 commuter students, generated by selecting every other mailing label, was mailed 
the STQ along with a Background Questionnaire (see Appendix A), a cover letter 
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explaining the project (see Appendix B), the gift certificate drawing form and a 
postage-paid return envelope. Two weeks after the first mailing, all 2300 students in 
the initial sample received a follow-up post card asking them to complete and return 
the STQ if they had not already done so. A total of 667 questionnaires were 
returned, yielding an initial response rate of 293. The sample was further purified 
by eliminating students who indicated on the Background Questionnaire question 
number 7 that they lived in a sorority or fraternity house (n= 1), lived in a house or 
apartment with friends (n=59), lived alone off-campus (n=28), or left the item blank 
(n=4). One subject was eliminated because more than 10% of the STQ items were 
left blank. Thus, the final commuter student sample was composed of 574 students 
who could be clearly classified as commuters according to the definition employed in 
this study. 
Selection of Residence Hall Student Subjects 
There were approximately 1800 undergraduate students living in the residence 
halls at the time this study was conducted. Because mailings to residence hall 
students historically yield low return rates, the Resident Assistants (R.A. 's) in each 
hall distributed research packets (containing the STQ, the Background Questionnaire, 
a cover letter and the gift certificate drawing form) to residents on their floors at floor 
meetings. Students were instructed to return the research packets to their R.A., who 
then returned the research packets to the Residential Life central office. These were 
then forwarded to the researcher. 
A total of 367 questionnaires were returned from students living in residence 
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halls. Although exact return rates could not be computed because no data were 
available on how many students actually received packets, those questionnaires 
returned represented a response rate of 20. 3 3 of the total residential population. Of 
the 367 received, 361 were useable. 
Instruments 
Each subject received a packet which contained a cover letter explaining the 
purpose of the study, the form for the gift certificate drawing, and the research 
instrument. The packet mailed to commuter students included a postage-paid, return 
envelope. The research instrument (see Appendix A) included the Student Transition 
Questionnaire (5 pages), a background questionnaire (one page) for demographic data, 
a nine item, institutional satisfaction questionnaire (one-half page), a four item 
questionnaire regarding social relationships on-campus (one-half page), and a fourteen 
item institutional commitment questionnaire (one page). Only data from the STQ and 
the Background Questionnaire were used for this study. In all, the instrument was 
eight pages long and took an average of twenty minutes to complete. 
Statistical Analyses 
After the data collection was completed, demographic data were analyzed 
(using SPSS-X software) in order to explore the comparability of the commuter 
sample (Group A) with the residence hall sample (Group B). A complete summary of 
these data are presented in Chapter Four. 
A Principal Components analysis using SPSS-X software was performed on 
the STQ data obtained from the entire sample, as well as the following sub-samples: 
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the commuter student sample (Group A), the residence hall sample (Group B), the 
freshman/sophomore sample (commuter and residence hall combined) (Group C), and 
the junior/senior sample (commuter and residence hall combined) (Group D). 
Splitting the sample into freshman/sophomore and junior/senior groups was done 
because of significant differences found on the "student status" variable. The 
Principal Components extraction method was followed by a varimax rotation to seven 
factors to parallel the analysis reported in the Brown et al. (1987) study with adult 
students. Cronbach' s alpha was used to obtain internal consistency estimates for each 
scale in each group. 
The next step was to compare the seven factor solution found with the 1987 
adult sample to the seven factor solution applied to the traditional-aged sample. To 
do this, the Cattell, Balcar, Hom, & Nesselroade's Salient Variable Similarity Index 
(S) (1969) was used. This procedure compares factor loadings from one sample with 
the factor loadings of another sample to test the replicability of the factor solution. 
An S Index score ranging from 0 to 1.00 (O=no match, l.OO=perfect match) is 
generated for each factor when comparing two groups to each other. For example, 
the factor labelled academic adjustment for the adult sample was compared to the 
academic adjustment factor for the residence hall sample. To determine the S Index 
for the academic adjustment scale for these two groups, adult and residence hall, the 
following procedure was used. The academic adjustment factor loadings on all 82 
items for the adult sample were matched with the academic adjustment factor loadings 
for the residence hall sample (Table 1). Using a 3x3 table, the two factor loadings 
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obtained for each item were classified as being positive salient (loading is greater than 
.40), negative salient (loading is less than -.40), or hyperplane (factor loading is less 
than .40, but greater than -.40) (see Table 2). The S Index for this factor was then 
calculated using the totals from the nine cells of the 3x3 table (see Table 2 for 
formula). 
The S Index can only compare two groups at a time. Therefore, S Indices 
were calculated for each of the seven factors for the following combinations of sample 
groups: adult and total sample of traditional-aged students; adult and residence hall 
students; adult and commuter students; adult and freshman/sophomore; adult and 
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Adult sample (1987 study) 
Residence Hall students (1989 study) 
The numbers in the columns listed Group #1 and Group #2 
indicate the factor loading of the item for the academic factor in 
that group. 
.08 33 .08 .22 55 .05 .03 
.16 34 .20 .27 56 .01 .01 
.05 35 .07 .35 58 .05 .07 
.17 36 .12 .03 59 .16 .08 
.03 38 .08 .09 62 .18 .19 
.72 39 .16 .07 64 .04 .10 
.06 40 .07 .17 66 .69 .62 
.15 41 .17 .05 67 .63 .64 
.08 42 .09 .07 69 .18 .17 
.21 43 .13 .05 70 .57 .54 
.28 44 -.06 .00 71 .16 .16 
.21 45 .05 .09 72 .75 .80 
-.03 47 -.03 .04 73 .04 -.03 
.12 48 .01 .10 74 .67 .63 
.80 49 .11 .07 76 .16 .08 
-.05 51 .00 -.08 77 .30 .23 
.09 52 .08 .04 78 .09 .08 
.08 53 .10 .11 79 .10 -.04 
.73 54 .12 .23 80 .50 .41 
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81 .04 .13 93 .12 .16 107 .20 .10 
83 .61 .63 94 .08 .08 109 .65 .66 
84 .03 .06 96 .09 .07 110 .18 .14 
85 .10 .13 97 .19 .29 112 .02 .14 
86 .52 .60 101 .11 .07 113 .16 .01 
87 .06 .00 102 .23 .13 
88 .08 .16 103 .15 .38 
90 .15 .07 104 .50 .46 
91 .43 .32 105 .12 .17 
92 .14 .18 106 .13 .29 
TABLE 2 
FORMULA FOR COMPUTING THE CATTELL, BALCAR, HORN, & 
NESSELROADE'S SALIENT VARIABLE SIMILARITY INDEX (S) (1969) 
For each factor, an S index is computed by comparing the factor loadings of one 
group with another group. Each factor loading is determined to be Positive Salient 
(PS), loads .40 or greater on the scale; Hyperlane (HY), loads less than .40 but 
greater than -.40; or Negative salient (NS), loads -.40 or less on the scale. Each 
paired factor loading is tabulated using the chart below. 
GROUP 1 
PS HY NS 
PS Cu C12 C13 
GROUP 2 
HY C21 C22 C23 
NS C31 C32 C33 
The maximum value S can take is 1.00 which would indicate a perfect match. 
The S Index for the Academic scale comparing the Adult sample and the Residence 





























This chapter is divided into three sections. The first section summarizes the 
descriptive characteristics of the sample. The second section describes the factor 
analysis results. The chapter concludes with the results of the Salient Variable 
Similarity analysis (Cattell et al., 1969). 
Descriptive Characteristics 
Age, Gender, Ethnic Background, Marital Status and Employment 
The following data are summarized in Table 3. The average age of the total 
sample (n=935) was 19.63 years (SD = 1.42). For commuter students (n=574), the 
average age was 19.88 (SD=l.37), while the average age of the residence hall 
sample (n=361) was 19.24(SD=1.41). The total sample was 74.93 female and 
24.83 male. Of the commuter students who participated, 70.43 were female, 
29 .1 3 were male. There were also more women than men in the residence hall sub-
group, 82 3 female, 18 3 male. A chi square test indicated that the difference 
between the commuter group and residence hall group was significant. Because the 
sample size was large, the phi statistic was calculated to take into account the strength 
associated with the size of the group. The phi statistic was significant, but with a 
value of .13, which suggests a small effect (Cohen 1992). The ethnic background of 
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the total sample was 73 .4 % caucasian, 25. 3 % non-caucasian. The commuter and 
residence hall sub-groups had similar profiles: commuter group was 72 .1 % caucasian, 
26. 5 % non-caucasian, and the residence hall group was 7 5. 3 % caucasian, 23. 5 % non-
caucasian. Table 3 presents a breakdown of the specific ethnic groups identified as 
non-caucasian. As one would expect with a sample of full-time, traditional-aged 
undergraduate students who, by definition of the study, either lived at home or in a 
residence hall, the majority of them were not married. 99.8% of the total sample 
were not married; 99.7 of the commuter students were not married, and 100% of the 
residence hall students were not married. 
The majority of students participating in this study were employed. Of the 
total sample, 62.4% worked 1 - 29 hours per week, 4.4% worked 30 - 39 hours per 
week, 1.73 worked 40 or more hours per week, and 30.8% were not employed. Of 
the commuter sample, 71.3% worked 1 - 29 hours per week, 5.7% worked 30 - 39 
hours per week, 2.6% worked 40 or more hours per week and 19.9% were not 
employed. Of the residence hall sample, 48.5% of the students worked 1 - 29 hours 
per week, 2.2% worked 30 - 39 hours per week, .3% worked 40 or more hours per 
week, and 48.2 % were not employed. 
Institutional Descriptors of Subjects 
Table 4 summarizes information regarding year in school, academic goals, 
major, primary campus and financial aid status. The total sample included 27.3% 
freshmen, 25. 3 % sophomores, 26 % juniors and 21. 2 % seniors. The commuter 
sample was comprised of 19.5% freshmen, 24.2% sophomores, 28% juniors, and 
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SUMMARY OF DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISITICS 
CHARACTERISTICS TOTAL COMMUTER RES. 1987 ADULT 
SAMPLE SAMPLE HALL SAMPLE 
(N=935) (N=574) SAMPLE (N=506) 
(N=361) 
N % N % N % N % 
Age M = 19.63 M = 19.88 M = 19.24 M = 32.37 
SD = 1.42 SD = 1.37 SD = 1.41 SD = 8.12 
Gender 
Male 232 24.8 167 29.1 65 18.0 151 29.8 
Female 700 74.9 404 70.4 296 82.0 348 68.8 
Missing 3 .3 3 .5 0 0.0 7 1.4 
Ethnic Background 
Asian/Pac. Is. 95 10.2 59 10.3 36 10.0 13 2.6 
African-American 57 6.1 35 6.1 22 6.1 51 10.1 
Caucasian 686 73.4 414 72.1 272 75.3 401 79.2 
Hispanic 64 6.8 46 8.0 18 5.0 29 5.7 
Nat. Am. Indian 4 .4 3 .5 1 .3 2 .4 
Other 17 1.8 9 1.6 8 2.2 1 .2 
Missing 12 1.3 8 1.4 4 1.1 9 1.8 
Ethnic Background 
Caucasian 686 73.4 414 72.1 272 75.3 401 79.2 
Non-caucasian 237 25.3 152 26.5 85 23.5 96 19.0 
Missing 12 6.3 8 1.4 4 1.1 9 1.8 
Marital Status 
Married 2 .2 2 .3 0 0.0 190 37.5 
Not married 933 99.8 572 99.7 361 100. 310 61.3 
Missing 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 6 1.2 
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CHARACTERISTICS TOTAL COMMUTER RES. 1987 ADULT 
SAMPLE SAMPLE HALL SAMPLE 
(N=935) (N=574) SAMPLE (N=506) 
(N=361) 
N % N % N % N % 
Weekly Employment 
Not employed 288 30.8 114 19.9 174 48.2 
1-9 hours 97 10.4 45 7.8 52 14.4 79* 15.6 
10-19 hours 279 29.8 184 32.1 95 26.3 28 5.5 
20-29 hours 208 22.2 180 31.4 28 7.8 44 8.7 
30-39 hours 41 4.4 33 5.7 8 2.2 85 16.8 
40+ hours 16 1.7 15 2.6 1 .3 255 50.4 
Missing 6 .6 3 .5 3 .8 15 3.0 
* This number includes subjects who worked 0 - 9 hours per week. 
27. 9 % seniors. The residence hall sample included 39. 6 % freshmen, 27 .1 % 
sophomores, 22.7% juniors and 10.5% seniors. This breakdown for the residence 
hall group is not surprising in that the residence hall population is composed of more 
freshmen and sophomores than juniors and seniors. However, a chi square test 
indicated a significant difference between commuters and residence hall subjects on 
this variable. A further investigation using the Cramer's V measure of association to 
approximate the strength of the sample size indicated a small (Cramer's V = .27) but 
significant effect. These data were collapsed into two categories: 
freshman/sophomore and junior/senior. These sub-groups were then added to those 
groups being used for calculation of the Salient Variable Similarity Index (S) scores. 
In response to the question as to whether this was their first year at the 
38 
institution, 62.13 of the total sample responded no, 37.83 responded yes. There 
was also a significant difference between the two sub-groups on this variable. 68.83 
of the commuters said no, 313 said yes, while 51.53 of the residence hall sample 
responded no, 48. 5 3 responded yes. The phi statistic indicated a small (phi= .17) 
but significant effect. Here again, the higher number of "first year" students in the 
residence hall sample may be due to the fact that there are more freshmen and 
sophomores than juniors and seniors living in the residence halls. 
The average course load of the sample was 14.73 credit hours (SD=2.42). 
Commuters had an average course load of 14.56 hours (SD=2.64), while residence 
hall subjects averaged 15.01 credit hours (SD=2.0l). 
In addition to the course load mean, Table 4 also reports course load 
information in terms of part-time (less than 12 credit hours) and full-time (12 or more 
credit hours) enrollment in order to compare data to the 1987 adult sample. In the 
1987 study, subjects only indicated part-time or full-time status; they did not report 
exact number of credit hours in which they were enrolled. 
On the question regarding their goal to complete a baccalaureate degree, there 
were no significant differences between commuter and residence hall subjects: .5% of 
the total sample responded no, 1.63 responded not sure, 97.73 responded yes. Of 
the commuters, .93 said no, 1.43 said not sure, 97.73 said yes. Those in the 
residence hall group indicated 03 no, 1.93 not sure, and 98.1 % yes. Of the 915 
subjects (97. 9 3) who responded yes to the question, 3 .1 3 said they did not plan to 
receive the degree from this institution, 9.13 were not sure, and 87.7% said yes, 
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they planned to receive the degree from this institution. Of the commuter subjects, 
4.33 responded no, 83 responded not sure, and 87.53 responded yes. 87.93 of 
the residence hall subjects also responded yes, 10. 73 said not sure, 1.1 3 said no. 
Although the "yes" response to this question yielded a 87.53 response rate from the 
commuters and 87. 9 3 response rate from the residence hall students, there was a 
significant difference on this variable between these two groups, perhaps due to 
differences in the "not sure" and "no" percentages: commuters said not sure 83 and 
no 4. 3 3 of the time; residence hall subjects said not sure 10. 7 3 and no 1.1 3 of the 
time. 
In the total sample, 81. 8 3 had declared a major, 18 3 had not. 82. 8 3 of the 
commuters had declared a major, 17.13 had not, and 80.33 of the residence hall 
subjects had declared a major, 19.43 had not. For those subjects who indicated they 
chose a major, Table 4 further delineates the breakdown of majors by academic unit: 
College of Arts and Sciences, School of Business, School of Education and School of 
Nursing. 
The institution at which this study was conducted is a multi-campus university. 
There are two campuses for undergraduates: a downtown campus and a north-side 
campus. The residence halls are located on the north-side campus. Of the total 
sample, 66.2 3 took classes primarily at the north-side campus, 33. 73 primarily 
attended the downtown campus. There was a significant difference between the 
campus identification of the commuters and that of the residence hall subjects. 56.43 
of the commuters attended the north-side campus, 43.63 attended the downtown 
campus. Of the residence hall group, 81.73 attended the north-side campus, 183 
attended the downtown campus. 
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Most of the subjects in this study received some form of financial aid. Of the 
total sample, 61 % received financial aid, 38.73 did not. 60.33 of the commuter 
group received financial aid, 39.2 3 did not. Of the residence hall sample, 62 3 
received some kind of financial aid, 38 3 did not. 
Other data were collected from the subjects for use in other studies and are not 
reported here. These data include: commuting time to campus, days per week on 
campus, hours per day on campus, parents' occupations and education, items 
regarding institutional satisfaction, social interaction on campus, and institutional 
commitment. 
Factor Analysis 
The entire sample and each of the sub-groups identified in Chapter III 
(commuter, residence hall, freshman/sophomore and junior/senior) were subjected to 
a Principal Components extraction method and varimax rotation using the seven factor 
solution generated from the 1987 study with the adult sample. Tables 5 through 11 
present the factor loadings for each factor and each sample group. Each factor table 
begins with the items that loaded .40 or greater from the 1987 study. An item with 
an asterisk (*) before it indicates that it loaded less than .40 on the 1987 study, but 
loaded greater for one or more of the sub-groups in the current study. These appear 
at the end of each factor table. They are included because these factor scores 
influence the Saliency Indices. 
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SUMMARY OF INSTITUTIONAL DESCRIPTORS OF SUBJECTS 
CHARACTERISTICS TOTAL COMMUTER RES. 1987 ADULT 
SAMPLE SAMPLE HALL SAMPLE 
(N=935) (N=574) SAMPLE (N=506) 
(N=361) 
N 3 N 3 N 3 N 3 
Student Status 
Freshman 255 27.3 112 19.5 143 39.6 50 9.9 
Sophomore 237 25.3 139 24.2 98 27.1 68 13.4 
Junior 243 26.0 161 28.0 82 22.7 136 26.9 
Senior 198 21.2 160 27.9 38 10.5 171 33.8 
Other 2 .2 2 .3 0 0.0 75 14.8 
Missing 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 6 1.2 
Student Status 
Freshman/Sophomore 492 52.6 251 43.7 241 66.7 118 23.3 
Junior/Senior 441 47.2 321 55.9 120 33.2 307 60.7 
Other 2 .2 2 .3 0 0.0 75 14.8 
Missing 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 6 1.2 
First Year at Institution 
No 581 62.1 395 68.8 186 51.5 344 68.0 
Yes 353 37.8 178 31.0 175 48.5 138 27.3 
Missing 1 .1 1 .2 0 0.0 24 4.7 
Semester Course Load M = 14.73 M = 14.56 M = 15.01 Mean and SD 
SD = 2.42 SD = 2.64 SD= 2.01 not available 
Part-Time: 43 4.7 37 6.5 6 1.7 408 80.8 
LT 12 Credit Hrs. 
Full-time: 872 93.2 526 91.6 346 95.8 97 19.1 
GT 12 Credit Hrs. 
Missing 20 2.1 11 1.6 9 2.5 1 .2 
TABLE 4 -- CONTINUED 42 
CHARACTERISTICS 
TOTAL COMMUTER RES. 1987 ADULT 
SAMPLE SAMPLE HALL SAMPLE 
(N=935) (N=574) SAMPLE (N=506) 
(N=361) 
N % N % N % N % 
Goal to complete a Degree 
No 5 .5 5 .9 0 0.0 35 6.9 
Not sure 15 1.6 8 1.4 7 1.9 34 6.7 
Yes 915 97.9 561 97.7 354 98.1 433 85.6 
Missing 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 .6 
Goal: degree from this institution NA 
No 28 3.1 24 4.3 4 1.1 
Not sure 83 9.1 45 8.0 38 10.7 
Yes 802 87.7 491 87.5 311 87.9 
Missing 2 .2 1 .2 1 .3 
Have declared Major 
No 168 18.0 98 17.1 70 19.4 166 32.8 
Yes 765 81.8 475 82.8 290 80.3 331 64.4 
Missing 2 .2 1 .2 1 .3 9 1.8 
Majors NA 
Undeclared 171 18.3 98 17.1 73 20.2 
Arts & Sciences 498 53.3 301 52.4 197 54.6 
Business 180 19.3 129 22.5 51 14.1 
Education 39 4.2 20 3.5 19 5.3 
Nursing 47 5.0 26 4.5 21 5.8 
Missing 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Campus NA 
Downtown 315 33.7 250 43.6 65 18.0 
North-side 619 66.2 324 56.4 295 81.7 
Missing 1 .1 0 0.0 1 .3 
TABLE 4 -- CONTINUED 43 
TOTAL COMMUTER RES. 1987 ADULT 
SAMPLE SAMPLE HALL SAMPLE 
(N=935) (N=574) SAMPLE (N=506) 
(N=361) 
N % N % N % N % 
Receive Financial Aid 
No 362 38.7 225 39.2 137 38.0 197 38.9 
Yes 570 61.0 346 60.3 224 62.0 301 59.5 
Missing 3 .3 3 .5 0 0.0 8 1.6 
Internal consistency estimates were obtained with Cronbach's alpha and are 
presented in Table 12. The alpha scores were acceptable, ranging from .74 to .93. 
Scale intercorrelations for all samples were smaller than the scale reliability estimates 
which suggests that the scales contain a notable amount of unique reliable variance. 
Salient Variable Similarity Index (S) Computations 
Using the procedure described in Chapter Ill, the following samples were 
paired in order to compute an S Index for each factor: 1987 adult sample and 
combined 1989 sample (commuter and residence hall) of traditional-aged students; 
adult and residence hall students; adult and commuter students; residence hall and 
commuter; freshman/sophomore sample and junior/senior sample of 1989 study; adult 
and freshman/sophomore sample; adult and junior/senior sample. The S Index scores 
are presented in Table 13. Of the 49 S Index scores presented, all but four scores are 
. 80 or higher. For the adult and residence hall combination and the commuter and 
residence hall combination, the Support from Others factor yielded an S Index of . 67. 
The Goal Commitment/Future Orientation S Index for the freshman/ sophomore and 
junior/senior combination was .71 and .67 for the junior/senior and adult 
combination. 
Also listed in Table 13 are the mean scores of the S Index for each set of 
paired sample groups across factors (range = . 88 to . 95) and each factor across 















FACTOR 1: PERSONAL/EMOTIONAL 
Factor Loadings for Each Sample 
1987 1989 
Adult TAS 
ITEM study ALL 
I often feel like crying. .55 .60 
I have been feeling relaxed and calm. .55 .58 
I am satisfied with how my life is going. .55 .58 
I feel that life is a wonderful adventure. .59 .54 
Things rarely tum out the way I want them to. .52 .51 
I have been feeling in good health. .57 .54 
I have been having a lot of headaches. .51 .49 
I have been getting angry too easily. .50 .56 
My daily life is usually full of interesting things. .54 .48 
I feel that I have nothing to look forward to in life. .51 .48 
My appetite has been good. .39 .32 

















































TABLE 5 -- CONTINUED 
1987 1989 1989 1989 
Adult TAS TAS TAS 
ITEM study ALL Com Res 
88. I have been thinking about seeing someone for psychological .59 .44 .45 .39 
counseling or therapy. 
90. I haven't been able to control my emotions very well. .66 .60 .57 .61 
92. I enjoy my life and things that I do. .68 .58 .60 .48 
102. I have been feeling blue and moody. .74 .71 .68 .73 
103. I feel I have control over my life. .57 .61 .64 .53 
105. I usually feel happy. .69 .67 .65 .66 
106. I usually wake up feeling fresh and rested. .48 .53 .53 .51 
107. I feel lonely when I'm on campus. .47 .36 .31 .43 
*104. I am enjoying my schoolwork. .33 .40 .41 .37 
TAS = Traditional Aged Student; Com = Commuter; Res: Residence Hall; Fr/So = Freshman/Sophomore; Jr/Sr = Junior/Senior. 





































FACTOR 2: SOCIAL 




I don't think that I will be able to meet as many people as I .55 
want here. 
I haven't had many satisfying, informal contacts with other .70 
students at this school. 
I wish I felt closer to other students here. .60 
I haven't been mixing well with other people on campus. .69 
I feel comfortable socially in this college setting. .62 
I have confidence that I will be able to form close friendships .66 
with other students here. 
I have good relationships with other students on campus. .68 
I feel I am too different from other students at this .43 
institution. 
I am meeting as many people as I would like here. .71 
1989 1989 1989 
TAS TAS TAS 
ALL Com Res 
.72 .73 .68 
.72 .72 .68 
.66 .63 .67 
.73 .72 .72 
.72 .74 .69 
.72 .72 .69 
.69 .74 .53 
.47 .45 .54 
.76 .73 .80 



























TABLE 6 -- CONTINUED 
1987 1989 1989 1989 
Adult TAS TAS TAS 
ITEM study ALL Com Res 
62. There are other students I can call on for help when I am .62 .55 .58 .39 
having difficulty with my course work. 
73. I have some good friends or acquaintances at this institution .64 .65 .67 .52 
with whom I can talk about any problems I may have. 
84. I am not involved in social activities at this .44 .51 .48 .47 
college/university. 
96. I feel accepted by other students here. .56 .66 .67 .65 
101. I am making as many friends as I would like at this .73 .73 .73 .74 
college/university. 
107. I feel lonely when I'm on campus. .49 .61 .66 .52 
113. I am dissatisfied with my social life here. .61 .72 .71 .68 
*40. My daily life is usually full of interesting things. .17 .31 .25 .45 
TAS = Traditional Aged Student; Com = Commuter; Res: Residence Hall; Fr/So = Freshman/Sophomore; Jr/Sr = Junior/Senior. 





































FACTOR 3: ACADEMIC 




I haven't been very efficient in my use of study time. .68 
I should be working harder in school. .75 
I am satisfied with my academic performance. .74 
I have not been doing well on examinations. .69 
I am motivated in my studies. .63 
I have confidence that I will perform well academically at .57 
this institution. 
I need to improve my study skills. .75 
I am keeping up with my school work. .67 
I have been doing well on the papers I write for courses. .50 
I am having trouble getting started on homework .61 
assignments. 
I am confident that I have the study skills to do well in .52 
college. 
1989 1989 1989 
TAS TAS TAS 
ALL Com Res 
.74 .74 .72 
.79 .79 .80 
.71 .69 .73 
.61 .61 .62 
.64 .62 .64 
.51 .47 .54 
.79 .78 .80 
.63 .63 .63 
.39 .37 .41 
.63 .62 .63 
.52 .46 .60 































TABLE 7 -- CONTINUED 
1987 1989 1989 1989 
Adult TAS TAS TAS 
ITEM study ALL Com Res 
91. I have not been participating in class discussions as much as I .43 .37 .42 .32 
would like. 
104. I am enjoying my school work. .50 .43 .41 .46 
109. I haven't had much motivation for studying lately. .65 .61 .57 .66 

























FACTOR 4: SUPPORT FROM FAMILY 
Factor Loadings for Each Sample 
1987 1989 
Adult TAS 
ITEM study ALL 
I can discuss problems at school with my family. .70 .71 
There is a member of my family I can talk to when I am .71 .69 
feeling down or pressured about school. 
My family isn't sensitive to my personal needs concerning .76 .74 
being in school. 
My family encouraged me to attend college. .73 .46 
My family gives me the moral support I need to continue in .82 .73 
college. 
When I talk to my family about school, I get the idea it .64 .62 
makes them uncomfortable. 
Most other students seem to get more encouragement from .64 .73 
their families than I do. 
I usually can't rely on my family for emotional support. .69 .68 








































TABLE 8 -- CONTINUED 
1987 1989 1989 1989 
Adult TAS TAS TAS 
ITEM study ALL Com Res 
85. My family enjoys hearing about my experiences at school. .70 .70 .68 .72 
87. My family doesn't seem to understand why attaining a .69 .60 .60 .63 
college education is important to me. 





















FACTOR 5: SUPPORT FROM OTHERS 
Factor Loadings for Each Sample 
1987 1989 
Adult TAS 
ITEM study ALL 
I don't have any friends outside of this school who I can talk .45 .34 
to if I am feeling down about or pressured by school. 
My colleagues at work are supportive of my attending .56 .27 
college. 
My friends outside of this school don't understand when I am .57 .50 
unable to spend time with them due to my school 
commitments. 
My friends outside of this school give me the moral support I .74 .74 
need for going to school. 
My friends outside of this school are proud of my school- .70 .57 
related accomplishments. 
My friends outside of this school are not encouraging of my .69 .60 
being in school. 
My supervisors at work don't seem to understand about the .45 .36 


































TABLE 9 -- CONTINUED 
1987 1989 1989 1989 
Adult TAS TAS TAS 
ITEM study ALL Com Res 
94. My friends outside of this school don't seem to like hearing .65 .70 .73 .56 
me talk about my school experiences. 
110. My friends outside of this school help me solve problems I .55 .64 .64 .56 
may be having at school. 
*49. I have good relationships with other students on campus. .05 .14 .03 .42 
TAS = Traditional Aged Student; Com = Commuter; Res: Residence Hall; Fr/So = Freshman/Sophomore; Jr/Sr = JunioriSenior. 
























FACTOR 6: INSTITUTIONAL COMMITMENT 
Factor Loadings for Each sample 
1987 1989 
Adult TAS 
ITEM study ALL 
I am dissatisfied with the quality of my courses. .63 .66 
I am pleased about my decision to attend this institution. .70 .68 
I wish I had chosen to go to another college or university. .72 .66 
I am dissatisfied with the variety of courses available at this .66 .72 
college/university. 
I've been giving a lot of thought to transferring to another .61 .49 
college/university. 
I am satisfied with the professors I have in my courses. .49 .50 
I am satisfied with the number of courses available here. .60 .69 
I expect to stay at this institution to complete a course of .25 .30 












T AS = Traditional Aged Student; Com = Commuter; Res: Residence Hall; Fr/So = Freshman/Sophomore; Jr/Sr = Junior/Senior. 



































FACTOR 7: GOAL COMMITMENT 




I am thinking about dropping out of college. .50 
I expect to stay at this institution to complete a course of .52 
study (for example: degree or certificate). 
Getting a college degree is a high priority for me. .64 
I am pleased about my decision to go to college. .60 
I have been thinking about taking time off from college and .49 
finishing later. 
I know what I want to get out of college. .52 
I feel that my future looks hopeful and promising. .45 
I feel that I have nothing to look forward to in life. .42 
I've been giving a lot of thought to transferring· to another .28 
college/university. 
1989 1989 1989 
TAS TAS TAS 
ALL Com Res 
.50 .47 .54 
.47 .37 .55 
.62 .60 .63 
.65 .65 .62 
.56 .55 .60 
.47 .51 .44 
.45 .40 .49 
.40 .34 .44 
.37 .27 .47 
TAS = Traditional Aged Student; Com = Commuter; Res: Residence Hall; Fr/So = Freshman/Sophomore; Jr/Sr = Junior/Senior. 



























TABLE 11 -- CONTINUED 
1987 1989 1989 1989 
Adult TAS TAS TAS 
ITEM study ALL Com Res 
*70. I have confidence that I will perform well academically at .31 .35 .37 .30 
this institution. 
*78. My family is proud of me for going to school. .23 .36 .39 .25 
TAS = Traditional Aged Student; Com = Commuter; Res: Residence Hall; Fr/So = Freshman/Sophomore; Jr/Sr = Junior/Senior. 














INTERNAL CONSISTENCY ESTIMATES 
1987 Sample 1989 Commuter Residence 
FACTOR Combined Sample Hall Sample 
Sample (All) 
Personal/Emotional .91 .91 .91 .91 
Social .91 .93 .93 .92 
Academic .91 .91 .90 .91 
Support from Family .93 .90 .89 .91 
Support from Others .84 .78 .79 .76 
Institutional .79 .79 .81 .77 
Commitment 






















CATTELL, BALCAR, HORN, & NESSELROADE'S SALIENT VARIABLE SIMILARITY INDEX (S) SCORES 
Paired samples ..... All 1989 Adult and Adult and Commuter Fr/So and Fr/So and Jr/Sr and x 
subjects Commuter Res. Hall and Res. Jr/Sr Adult Adult 
Factors ~ & 1987 adult samples samples Hall samples samples samples samples 
sample 
Personal/Emotional 
.95 .92 .94 .87 .97 .97 .95 .94 
Social Adjustment 1.00 1.00 .94 .94 1.00 1.00 1.00 .98 
Academic Adjustment 
.92 .96 .96 .92 .96 .92 .88 .93 
Support from Family 1.00 1.00 .95 .95 .95 .95 1.00 .97 
Support from Others 
.80 .80 .67 .67 .86 .80 .94 .79 
Institutional 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 .93 .93 1.00 .98 
Commitment 
Goal Commitment/ 1.00 .86 .94 .80 .71 .93 .67 .84 
Future Orientation 
x 





In this chapter, the results of the Salient Variable Similarity Index (S) (Cattell 
et al., 1969) computations will be discussed. Conclusions regarding the use of the 
Student Transition Questionnaire across college populations will be presented. The 
chapter will conclude with recommendations for future research. 
S Index Scores 
Using a cutoff point of .8 or greater as an acceptable S score, the factors 
labelled Personal/Emotional, Social Adjustment, Academic Adjustment, Support from 
Family, and Institutional Commitment have S scores of . 8 or greater across all pairs 
of samples (see Table 13). This indicates that the items comprising these factors 
seem to hang together regardless of sample group. 
Two factors, Support from Others and Goal Commitment, yielded 
unacceptable S scores for some of the paired samples (see Table 13). On the Support 
from Others factor, the paired sample groups of adult and residence hall and 
commuter and residence hall each generated an S score of . 67. The other five paired 
sample groups on this factor generated acceptable S scores ranging from .80 to .94. 
The Goal Commitment factor produced similar results. Acceptable S scores 
were generated for five of the seven paired sample groups. The freshman/ sophomore 
sample paired with the junior senior sample yielded an S score of . 71. The 
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junior/senior sample paired with the adult sample yielded an S score of .67. 
Conclusions 
The Student Transition Questionnaire is an empirically derived instrument 
which used Bean and Metzner's model of nontraditional student attrition (1985) to 
guide its development. Like Baker and Siryk's instrument (1984), it is grounded in 
the belief that there are several different kinds of college adjustment -- it is multi-
dimensional. This research indicates that the STQ measures personal/ emotional 
strain/adjustment, social (on-campus) adjustment, academic adjustment, support from 
family and institutional commitment for traditional-aged as well as non-traditional-
aged students, commuter students as well as residence hall students. Appendix C lists 
the recommended item composition for each of these factors. 
It is interesting to note that a non-college environment factor, support from 
family, stayed together across samples. This would suggest that the Bean and 
Metzner model (1985) of attrition originally developed for non-traditional students 
might have applicability to all college students. 
The Support from Others factor was consistent for commuter students 
regardless of age, but not for residence hall students. If the original 9 items 
comprising this factor are retained, this factor could be used with commuter students 
but not residence hall students, suggesting differences between these groups regarding 
the existence or meaning of support from others not connected with campus. By 
investigating the item structure of this factor further, it could also be suggested that 
items 5, 6, and 79 be eliminated from the questionnaire, thus yielding a factor 
62 
measure of six items which has acceptable S scores across all pairs. (These items 
comprising this amended factor are listed in Appendix C). These items do not score 
significantly on any other factor; therefore eliminating them would not effect any 
other S scores. 
Although the Goal Commitment factor hung together across ages and 
commuter status, it did not do so when investigated in terms of year in school 
(splitting the group into a freshman/sophomore group and a junior/senior group). 
Unlike the Support from Others factor, several of the items on this factor double load 
on other factors. To eliminate any would change the S scores of other factors. It 
would seem that in its present form, the Goal Commitment factor could not be used 
across student populations to measure a dimension of college adjustment. 
Unlike the Baker and Siryk instrument, the Student Adaptation to College 
Questionnaire (1984), goal commitment and institutional commitment are two separate 
factors in all the STQ research. Consistent with Baker and Siryk's research (1984, 
1989), the STQ seems to measure different aspects of college adjustment, supporting 
the hypothesis that college adjustment is multi-dimensional. 
Recommendations for further research 
From the results of this research, it would seem that the Student Transition 
Questionnaire is an instrument which can be used to measure aspects of college 
adjustment for traditional aged and non-traditional aged students if the Goal 
Commitment factor is not considered as a factor and if certain items are eliminated 
which loaded on the Support from Other factor. Since there were significantly more 
63 
commuter students than residence hall students in the 1989 study and given the S 
scores for the pairing of adult with commuter samples, a more conservative 
interpretation of these data is that the STQ can be used reliably with commuter 
college students across age groups to measure six areas of college adjustment: 
personal/emotional stress/strain, social adjustment, academic adjustment, support from 
family, support from others and institutional commitment. Future research having a 
more balanced mix of residence hall with commuter students, with an even 
distribution of freshmen, sophomores, juniors and seniors would strengthen the 
development of the Student Transition Questionnaire. Repeating the study where data 
were gathered from traditional aged students and non-traditional aged students at the 
same time would control for factors that may have influenced the study because of the 
two year difference between the administration of the adult sample (1987) and the 
traditional aged sample (1989). Finally, consideration should also be given to adding 
more items to the Support from Others factor and the Goal Commitment factor. 
APPENDIX A: STQ AND BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE 
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STUDENT TRANSITION QUESTIONNAIRE 
In responding to the following statements, think about the thoughts, feelings, and experiences you are having at this point in the 
semester. Then indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree that the statements describe thoughts, feelings, or experiences 
you are having currently (at this point in the semester). Do not be concerned if some items are about things that are not as 
important to you as are others. Just indicate your agreement or disagreement with the item regardless of how important it is to 
you. 



















SD = strongly disagree 
D =disagree 
A= agree 
SA = strongly agree 
I am dissatisfied with the quality or the caliber of courses available at this institution. 
I often feel like crying. 
My financial status has not been overly strained by my decision to attend college. 
I don't think that I will be able to meet as many people as I want here. 
I don't have any friends outside of this school who I can talk to if I am feeling down about 
or pressured by school. 
My colleagues at work are supportive of my attending college. 
I am experiencing difficulty coping with the stresses imposed upon me in college. 
I worry a lot about college expenses. 
My opinions seem to be valued by other students. 
I haven't been very efficient in my use of study time. 
I haven't had many satisfying, informal contacts with other students at this school. 
I have been feeling relaxed and calm. 
I am pleased about my decision to attend this institution. 
I can discuss problems at school with my family. 
I am satisfied with the extra-curricular activities available at this college/university. 
I have several close social ties at this college/university. 
I find it difficult to effectively manage my multiple roles (for example: student, worker, 
spouse, parent, family member, etc.) 
I feel that I fit in well as a part of this college/university environment. 
OVER, PLEASE 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 




SD= STRONGLY DISAGREE D =DISAGREE A= AGREE SA = STRONGLY AGREE 
19. I've put on (or lost) too much weight recently. SD D A SA 
20. I am satisfied with how my life is going. SD D A SA 
21. I am thinking about dropping out of college. SD D A SA 
22. My friends outside of this school don't understand when I am unable to spend time with them SD D A SA 
due to my school commitments. 
23. The people I Jive with are sensitive to my need for quiet study time. SD D A SA 
(If you live alone, skip this item.) 
24. I feel that life is a wonderful adventure. SD D A SA 
25. I am satisfied with the extent to which I am participating in social activities at this SD D A SA 
college/university. 
26. I should be working harder in school. SD D A SA 
27. I expect to stay at this institution to complete a course of study (for example: degree or SD D A SA 
certificate). 
28. I am adjusting well to college. SD D A SA 
29. I have made good use of academic advisement resources. SD D A SA 
30. There is a member of my family I can talk to when I am feeling down or pressured SD D A SA 
about school. 
31. I wish I were at another college or university. SD D A SA 
32. I am satisfied with the level at which I am performing academically. SD D A SA 
33. My family isn't sensitive to my personal needs concerning being in school. SD D A SA 
34. Things rarely tum out the way I want them to. SD D A SA 
35. I have been feeling in good health. SD D A SA 
36. I have been having a lot of headaches. SD D A SA 
37. I've been having doubts about the value of a college education. SD D A SA 
38. My friends outside of this school give me the moral support I need for going to school. SD D A SA 
39. I have been getting angry too easily. SD D A SA 
40. My daily life is usually full of interesting things. SD D A SA 
41. I wish I felt closer to other students here. SD D A SA 
42. I haven't been mixing well with other people on campus. SD D A SA 
43. I feel comfortable socially in this college setting. SD D A SA 
NEXT PAGE, PLEASE 
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SD = STRONGLY DISAGREE D =DISAGREE A= AGREE SA = STRONGLY AGREE 
44. I have confidence that I will be able to form close friendships with other students here. SD D A SA 
45. I feel that I have nothing to look forward to in life. SD D A SA 
46. I have had informal contacts with professors at this institution. SD D A SA 
47. My appetite has been good. SD D A SA 
48. I am dissatisfied with the variety of courses available at this college/university. SD D A SA 
49. I have good relationships with other students on campus. SD D A SA 
50. I have sufficient leisure time. SD D A SA 
51. My family encouraged me to attend college. SD D A SA 
52. My family gives me the moral support I need to continue in college. SD D A SA 
53. My friends outside of this school are proud of my school-related accomplishments. SD D A SA 
54. I feel that my future looks hopeful and promising. SD D A SA 
55. My friends outside of this school are not encouraging of my being in school. SD D A SA 
56. I feel I am too different from other students at this institution. SD D A SA 
57. I have an adequate knowledge of the library facilities at this school. SD D A SA 
58. When I talk to my family about school, I get the idea it makes them uncomfortable. SD D A SA 
59. I am meeting as many people as I would like here. SD D A SA 
60. I have close relationships with friends outside of this school. SD D A SA 
61. My academic goals and purposes are not well-defined. SD D A SA 
62. There are other students I can call on for help when I am having difficulty with my coursework. SD D A SA 
63. I am having difficulty feeling at ease with other people at this institution. SD D A SA 
64. Getting a college degree is very important to me. SD D A SA 
65. Sometimes my thinking gets muddled up too easily. SD D A SA 
66. I have not been doing well on examinations. SD D A SA 
67. I am motivated in my studies. SD D A SA 
68. I wish the people I live with would share more household responsibilities with me. SD D A SA 
(If you live alone, please skip this item.) 




SD = STRONGLY DISAGREE D =DISAGREE A= AGREE SA = STRONGLY AGREE 
70. I have confidence that I will perform well academically at this institution. SD D A SA 
71. I am pleased about my decision to go to college. SD D A SA 
72. I need to improve my study skills. SD D A SA 
73. I have some good friends or acquaintances at this institution with whom I can talk 
about any problems I may have. SD D A SA 
74. I have been keeping up to date on my academic work. SD D A SA 
75. I am willing to go to my professors for help when I need it. SD D A SA 
76. I usually can't rely on my family for emotional support. SD D A SA 
77. I have been thinking about taking time off from college and finishing later. SD D A SA 
78. My family is proud of me for going to school. SD D A SA 
79. My supervisors at work don't seem to understand about the demands that school places on me. SD D A SA 
80. I have been doing well on the papers I write for courses. SD D A SA 
81. I've been giving a lot of thought to transferring to another college/university. SD D A SA 
82. Class times are inconvenient for me. SD D A SA 
83. I am having trouble getting started on homework assignments. SD D A SA 
84. I am not involved in social activities at this college/university. SD D A SA 
85. My family enjoys hearing about my experiences at school. SD D A SA 
86. I am confident that I have the study skills to do well in college. SD D A SA 
87. My family doesn't seem to understand why attaining a college education is important to me. SD D A SA 
88. I have been thinking about seeing someone for psychological counseling or therapy. SD D A SA 
89. I wish I were more knowledgeable about where to get help at this school for academic SD D A SA 
difficulties and concerns. 
90. I haven't been able to control my emotions very well. SD D A SA 
91. I have not been participating in class discussions as much as I would like. SD D A SA 
92. I enjoy my life and things that I do. SD D A SA 
93. I am satisfied with the professors I have in my courses. SD D A SA 
94. My friends outside of this school don't seem to like hearing me talk about my school SD D A SA 
experiences. 
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SD = STRONGLY DISAGREE D =DISAGREE A= AGREE SA = STRONGLY AGREE 
95. My opinions seem to be valued by faculty. SD D A SA 
96. I feel accepted by other students here. SD D A SA 
97. I know why I'm in college and what I want out of it. SD D A SA 
98. I am finding academic work at this institution difficult. SD D A SA 
99. I find getting to school inconvenient. SD D A SA 
100. I am not doing well enough academically for the amount of work I put in. SD D A SA 
101. I am making as many friends as I would like at this college/university. SD D A SA 
102. I have been feeling blue and moody. SD D A SA 
103. I feel I have control over my life. SD D A SA 
104. I am enjoying my academic work at college. SD D A SA 
105. I usually feel happy. SD D A SA 
106. I usually wake up feeling fresh and rested. SD D A SA 
107. I have been feeling lonely at this college/university. SD D A SA 
108. I haven't been sleeping very well. SD D A SA 
109. I haven't had much motivation for studying lately. SD D A SA 
110. My friends outside of this school help me solve problems I may be having at school. SD D A SA 
111. Finding good child care so that I can attend college has been difficult for me. SD D A SA 
(If you do not have any children, please skip this item.) 
112. I am satisfied with the number of courses available here. SD D A SA 
113. I am dissatisfied with my social life here. SD D A SA 
114. I am attending classes regularly. SD D A SA 
9/89 
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This part of the questionnaire asks you about your satisfaction with various aspects of your experience at Loyola. Please 
indicate how satisfied you are with each of the following aspects of Loyola by circling a number chat represents your 
degree of satisfaction. 
1. Courses 
Instructors 
3. Social activities 
4. Ocher students 
5. Advising 
6. Library facilities 
7. Recreation~! facilities 
8. Places to scudy 















10. How many people on campus do you feel comfortable approaching 
for casual conversation (between classes. breaks. etc)'! 
11. How many people 11Il campus do you feel comfortable contacting 
;_ibout cla:.s related matters? 
12. How many people on campus do you socialize with outside of 
d..iss (e.g .• lunch, coffee. drink. etc.)'? 
13. How many people on campus can you talk with about personal 
concerns? 





















This part of the questionnaire asks you for your feelings about Loyola. Please indicate the extent to which you agree ,)r 




1. I do not feel a strong sense of belonging 
to this institution. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. I do not feel "emotionally attached" 
to this institution. 2 3 4 5 6 
3. This institution bas a good deal of 
personal meaning for me. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. l do not feel like 'part of the family" 
at this institution. 2 3 4 5 b 7 
5. I would be very happy to spend the rest 
of my college years at this institution. ' _, 5 6 
b. I enjoy talking about this institution 
with people outside it. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. I really feel that this institution's 
problems are my own. 2 3 4 5 b 
8. I think I could easily become as attached 
tu another ins ti tu ti on as I am this one. 2 _, 4 5 6 7 
9. Right now. staying at this institution is 
a matter of necessity as much as desire. 2 3 4 5 6 
10. One of the major reasons I continue to 
attend this institution is that leaving 
would require considerable sacrifice. 2 3 4 5 6 -, , 
11. I feel I have too few options to consider 
leaving this institution. 2 3 4 5 b 7 
12. One of the few negative consequences of 
leaving this institution would be the, 
scarcity of available alternatives. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. It would be very bard for me to leave this 
institution right now, even if I wanted to. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. Too much in my life would be disrupted if 









=Other (please specify) 
2. ls this your first year at Loyola? 
No 
Yes 
3. How many credit hours are you enrolled in this 
semester at Loyola? ___ _ 




b. If you answered "yes," is it your goal to receive 




5. a. Have you declared a major at Loyola? 
No 
Yes 
b. If Yes, what is your major'? 
ti. .-'.t which campus do you attend most of your 
classes'? 
__ Water Tower campus 
Lake Shore campus 
--Medical Center 
=Niles College 
7. This semester. where do you live? 
on campus in a Loyola Residence Hall 
--in a sorority or fraternity house 
--in a house or apartment with family 
--in a house or apartment with friends 
=live alone, off-campus 
8. Do you receive any form of financial aid to attend 
school? __ No __ Yes. 
9. Age ___ _ 
HJ. Sex: ___ _ 
11. Racial/Ethnic background (check one): 




-- Native American (American Indian) 
=Other (please specify)------
12. Marital Status (cht:ck one): 





13. Number of hours of paid employment per week 
(check one): 
__ 0 - not employed. 
1 to 9 
10 to !9 
20 to 29 
30 to 39 
40 or more 
14. Plea~e indicate each of your parent's occupation 
and level of education. 
a. :\>!other's occupation: 
Last grade completed: ----------
h. Father's occupation: 
Last grade completed: ----------
15. If you lliLn.ill live on campus. please· :rnswer lht.: 
following: 
a. What is your rQJ.1ndtrip commuting timt: to 
school (check one): 
Less than 1 /2 hour. 
--At least 1/2 hour. but less than one hour. 
--At least 1 hour, but less than 1 l/2 hours. 
--At least 1 1/2 hours. but less than 2 hours. 
--At least 2 hours, but less than 2 1/2 hours. 
--At least 2 1/2 hours. but less than 3 hours. 
--3 hours or more. 
b. How many days a week are you on campus".' 
one two three 
four --five six 
seven 
c. On the average, how many hour; a day do you 
spend on campus? __ _ 
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COVER LETTER SENT TO COMMUTER STUDENTS 
LOYOLA UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO 
u 
Water Tower Campus • 820 North Michigan Avenue, Chicago, Illinois 60611 
October, 1989 
Dear Loyola Student: 
During the past two years, we have been investigating factors 
that affect students' transition to college. We are writing to 
you now to invite you to participate in the next part of our 
research program. One of the objectives of this research is to 
see if there are differences between commuter students and 
residence hall students when it comes to adjusting to college. 
The research design for this project has been approved by the 
Institutional Review Board of Loyola University, Chicago. Your 
participation is completely voluntary. All data collected will 
be treated with the strictest confidentiality. No information 
concerning you individually will be given to professors, 
administrators, other students, or anyone else outside of the 
research staff. 
If you are interested in participating, please complete and 
return the enclosed questionnaire within the next two weeks. It 
should take about twenty minutes to complete. 
As a way of thanking those students who participate, a drawing 
will be held at the end of November from which two names will be 
drawn. Each of these students whose names are drawn will receive 
a $50.00 gift certificate redeemable at the Loyola Bookstore. To 
be eligible for this drawing, please complete the yellow slip 
enclosed and return it with the questionnaire. To insure your 
anonymity, this slip will be separated from the questionnaire 
when we receive it. 
We thank you for your consideration of this request, and wish you 
success with your academic endeavors. 
Sincerely yours, 
Steven D. Brown, 
Professor, 







COVER LETTER SENT TO RESIDENCE HALL STUDENTS 
LOYOLA UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO 
v 
Water Tower Campu:J • 820 North Michigan Avenue, Chicago, Illinois 60611 
November, 1989 
Dear Loyola Student: 
During the past two years, we have been investigating factors that affect 
students' transition to college. We are writing to you now to invite you to 
participate in the next part of our research program. One of the objectives 
of this research is to see if there are differences between commuter students 
and residence hall students when it comes to adjusting to college. 
The research design for this project has been approved by the Institutional 
Review Board of Loyola University, Chicago. Your participation is completely 
voluntary. All data collected will be treated with the strictest 
confidentiality. No information concerning you individually will be given to 
professors, administrators, other students, or anyone else outside of the 
research staff. 
If you are interested in participating, please complete the enclosed 
questionnaire. It should take about twenty minutes to complete. Return it to 
the envelope it came in, seal the envelope and return it to your R.A. 
As a way of thanking those students who participate, a drawing will be held at 
the end of November from which two names will be drawn. Each of these 
students whose names are drawn will receive a $50.00 gift certificate 
redeemable at the Loyola Bookstore. To be eligible for this drawing, please 
compler.e the pink slip enclosed and return it with the questionnaire. To 
insure your anonymity, this slip will be separated from the questionnaire when 
we receive it. 
We thank you for your consideration of this request, and wish you success with 
your academic endeavors. 
Sincerely yours, 
Steven D. Brown, 
Professor. 
Counseling and Educational 
Psychology 
Maureen Brennan, 
Counseling and Developmental 
Services 
l.u1ulu l r1t1t'n1n uf Ch11<J~o 11 '"'I-qua/ Of1por1un11r Enrplort'r ~t: t..Uut·atur 
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APPENDIX C: RECOMMENDED ITEMS LISTED BY FACTOR 
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FACTOR 1: PERSONAL/EMOTIONAL 
2. I often feel like crying. 
12. I have been feeling relaxed and calm. 
20. I am satisfied with how my life is going. 
24. I feel that life is a wonderful adventure. 
34. Things rarely tum out the way I want them to. 
35. I have been feeling in good health. 
36. I have been having a lot of headaches. 
39. I have been getting angry too easily. 
40. My daily life is usually full of interesting things. 
45. I feel that I have nothing to look forward to in life. 
88. I have been thinking about seeing someone for psychological counseling or 
therapy. 
90. I haven't been able to control my emotions very well. 
92. I enjoy my life and things that I do. 
102. I have been feeling blue and moody. 
103. I feel I have control over my life. 
105. I usually feel happy. 
106. I usually wake up feeling fresh and rested. 
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FACTOR 2: SOCIAL 
4. I don't think that I will be able to meet as many people as I want here. 
11. I haven't had many satisfying, informal contacts with other students at this 
school. 
41. I wish I felt closer to other students here. 
42. I haven't been mixing well with other people on campus. 
43. I feel comfortable socially in this college setting. 
44. I have confidence that I will be able to form close friendships with other 
students here. 
49. I have good relationships with other students on campus. 
56. I feel I am too different from other students at this institution. 
59. I am meeting as many people as I would like here. 
62. There are other students I can call on for help when I am having difficulty 
with my course work. 
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73. I have some good friends or acquaintances at this institution with whom I can 
talk about any problems I may have. 
84. I am not involved in social activities at this college/university. 
96. I feel accepted by other students here. 
101. I am making as many friends as I would like at this college/university. 
107. I feel lonely when I'm on campus. 
113. I am dissatisfied with my social life here. 
FACTOR 3: ACADEMIC 
10. I haven't been very efficient in my use of study time. 
26. I should be working harder in school. 
32. I am satisfied with my academic performance. 
66. I have not been doing well on examinations. 
67. I am motivated in my studies. 
70. I have confidence that I will perform well academically at this institution. 
72. I need to improve my study skills. 
74. I am keeping up with my school work. 
83. I am having trouble getting started on homework assignments. 
86. I am confident that I have the study skills to do well in college. 
104. I am enjoying my school work. 
109. I haven't had much motivation for studying lately. 
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FACTOR 4: SUPPORT FROM FAMILY 
14. I can discuss problems at school with my family. 
30. There is a member of my family I can talk to when I am feeling down or 
pressured about school. 
33. My family isn't sensitive to my personal needs concerning being in school. 
51. My family encouraged me to attend college. 
52. My family gives me the moral support I need to continue in college. 
58. When I talk to my family about school, I get the idea it makes them 
uncomfortable. 
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69. Most other students seem to get more encouragement from their families than I 
do. 
76. I usually can't rely on my family for emotional support. 
78. My family is proud of me for going to school. 
85. My family enjoys hearing about my experiences at school. 
87. My family doesn't seem to understand why attaining a college education is 
important to me. 
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FACTOR 5: SUPPORT FROM OTHERS 
22. My friends outside of this school don't understand when I am unable to spend 
time with them due to my school commitments. 
38. My friends outside of this school give me the moral support I need for going 
to school. 
53. My friends outside of this school are proud of my school-related 
accomplishments. 
55. My friends outside of this school are not encouraging of my being in school. 
94. My friends outside of this school don't seem to like hearing me talk about my 
school experiences. 
110. My friends outside of this school help me solve problems I may be having at 
school. 
FACTOR 6: INSTITUTIONAL COMMITMENT 
1. I am dissatisfied with the quality of my courses. 
13. I am pleased about my decision to attend this institution. 
31. I wish I had chosen to go to another college or university. 
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48. I am dissatisfied with the variety of courses available at this college/university. 
81. I've been giving a lot of thought to transferring to another college/university. 
93. I am satisfied with the professors I have in my courses. 
112. I am satisfied with the number of courses available here. 
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American Emlcariooal Resea.cr.b Association 
:1230 17th: Sueet NW 
Washington: D. C. 200.36 
Dem Dr. Mallinson: 
W:itcr To~ C&np.i~ 
~20 Not\l\ Mlch4lan All~w: 
Cl,~o, llliot* 60t>U 
r~ne: (3121915-7300 
far. (31.l! 915-7309 
Lake Sboni Ca.rap.i.~ 
lC25 Nonh~P.u.d 
~flltnoi&~ 
1'~: (3Ul SOll-2Sl4 
Fax: {31Zl 506-.>tlll) 
t am wriUD,g to seek pemrlssion to use Pigure l: A Conceptual Model of Nontraditional 
Student Attriti<ln Crom the BCan and Me~r artkle, "A Cooceprual Model of Nontraditional 
Undergrad- Student Attrit,lon, • in the Review of Educational~' WS.iuer 1985, 
volume SS. :number 4 on.page 491. I wish to :include it in my doctoral dis.serration whleh I 
am ln tbe pf'ocess of complctina at Loyola Umversicy Chicago in the Educatioml l.eadership 
and Policy $tlldies depattmellt. Tbe title of my paper is, w A comparison of factor structure 
and composition of tbe ~nt Transition Qaestionnaire in traditional aged residence ball 
students, ~ aged commuter college students, and non-traditional aged commuter 
colleie students. • 
Accompan~ing tlrls letter is • page depicting how I would represent the model and reference 
tbe source dccument. 
Should you; need any fuxther elarl.&ation, I can be reached at 312191:5·7301 during tile day 
aod 312/76~"4283 in r.be even:iag. 




Anastasi, A., Meade, M.J., & Schneiders, A.A. (1960). The validation of a 
biographical inventory as a predictor of college success. New York: College 
Entrance Examination Board. 
Astin, A. W. (1971). Predicting Academic Performance in College. New York: Free 
Press. 
Astin, H.S. (1976). Continuing education and the development of adult women. The 
Counseling Psychologist, Q(l), 55-60. 
Baker, R. W., & Siryk, B. (1984). Measuring adjustment to college. Journal of 
Counseling Psychology, 31, 179-189. 
Baker, R. W., & Siryk, B. (1989). SAQC: Student adaptation to college 
questionnaire manual. Los Angeles: Western Psychological Services. 
Baumgart, N.L., & Johnstone, J.N. (1977). Attrition at an Australian university: A 
case study. Journal of Higher Education, 48, 553-570. 
Bean, J.P. (1980). Dropouts and turnover: The synthesis and test of a causal model of 
student attrition. Research in Higher Education, 12, 155-187. 
Bean, J.P. (1983). The application of a model of turnover in work organizations to 
the student attrition process. Review of Higher Education, Q, 129-148. 
Bean, J.P. (1985). Interaction effects based on class level in an explanatory model of 
85 
college student dropout syndrome. American Educational Research Journal, 22, 
35-64. 
Bean, J. P., & Metzner, B. S. (1985). A conceptual model of nontraditional 
undergraduate student retention. Review of Educational Research, 55, 485-540. 
Blanchfield, W.C. (1971). College dropout identification: A case study. Journal of 
Experiential Education, 40, 1-4. 
Borow, H. (1946). Current problems in the prediction of college performance. 
Journal of the American Association of Collegiate Registrars (now College and 
University), 22, 14-26. (no copy - from Borow 1947). 
86 
Borow, H. (1947). The measurement of academic adjustment. Journal of the 
American Association of Collegiate Registrars (now College and University), 22, 
186-274. 
Borow, H. (1951). Manual for the College Inventory of Academic Adjustment, 
Stanford: Stanford University Press. 
Brown, S.D., Brennan, M., Gibson, J., Multon, K., & Vachon, D. (1987, 
unpublished manuscript). The structure of college adjustment among 
nontraditional students. 
Bruch, M.A. (1977). Psychological screening inventory as a Predictor of college 
student adjustment. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 45, 237-244. 
Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education. (1980). Three thousand 
futures. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Cattell, R.B., Balcar, K.R., Hom, J.L., & Nesselroade, J.R. (1969). Factor 
matching procedures: An improvement of the S index; with tables. Educational 
and Psychological Measurement, 29, 781-792. 
87 
Chartrand, J.M. (1990). A causal analysis to predict the personal and academic 
adjustment of nontraditional students. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 37, 65-
73. 
Chase, C.I. (1970). The college dropout: His high school prologue. Bulletin of the 
National Association of Secondary School Principals, 54, 66-71. 
Cook, J.K. (1967). MMPI in actuarial diagnosis of psychological disturbance among 
college males. Journal of Counseling Psychology,~. 474-477. 
Cronbach, L. J. (1951). Coefficient alpha and the internal structure of tests. 
Psychometrika, 16, 297-334. 
Drummond, R.J. (1992). Appraisal Procedures for Counselors and Helping 
Professionals. New York: Macmillan Publishing Company. 
Forsyth, D.R. (1967). MMPI and college populations. Journal of College Student 
Personnel, March, 90-96. 
Fowler, R.D., Jr., Stevens, S.S., Coyle, F.A., Jr., & Marlowe, G.H., Jr. (1968). 
Comparison of two methods of identfying maladjusted students. The Journal of 
Psychology, 69, 165-168. 
Fricke, B. (1965). The Opinion. Attitude, and Interest Survey Handbook. Ann Arbor: 
Michigan Press. 
Gerson, J.M. (1985). Women returning to school: The consequences of multiple 
roles. Sex Roles, 13, 77-92. 
88 
Graff, R.W., & Cooley, G.R. (1970). Adjustment of commuter and resident students. 
Journal of College Student Personnel, January, 54-56. 
Graff, R.W., & Hansen, J.C. (1970). Relationship of OAIS scores to college 
achievement and adjustment. Journal of College Student Personnel, March, 129-
134. 
Henton, J., Lamke, L., Murphy, C., & Haynes, L. (1980). Crisis reactions of 
college freshmen as a function of family support systems. Personnel and 
Guidance Journal, 58, 508-511. 
Hirschorn, M.W. (1988, March 30). Students over 25 found to make up 45 percent 
of campus enrollments. Chronicle of Higher Education, p. A35. 
Holmes, T.H., & Rahe, R.H. (1967). The social readjustment rating scale. Journal 
of Psychosomatic Research, f;, 213-219. 
Houston, B.K. (1971). Sources, effects, and individual vulnerability of 
psychological problems for college students. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 
18, 157-165. 
Hughes, R. (1982). The non-traditional student in higher education: A synthesis of the 
literature. NASPA Journal, _, 51-64. 
Iffert, R.E. (1955). The student retention and withdrawal study. College and 
University, 30, 406-411. 
Kleinmuntz, B. (1960). Identification of maladjusted college students. Journal of 
Counseling Psychology, 1, 209-211. (same) 
Kleinmuntz, B. (1961). The College Adjustment Scale (MT): Norms and predictive 
validity. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 21, 1029-1033. 
Kleinmuntz, B. (1962). Annotated bibliography of MMPI research among college 
populations. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 2, 373-396. 
89 
Kleinmuntz, B. (1963). MMPI decision rules for the identification of college 
maladjustment: A digital computer approach. Psychological Monographs, 77(14), 
(Whole No. 577). 
Kramer, H.C. (1980). Monitoring freshman perceptions of college. Journal of the 
National Association for Women Deans, Administrators, and Counselors, 44, 7-
13. 
Kuh, G.D., & Ardaiolo, F.P. (1979). Adult learners and traditional age 
freshmen:Comparing the "new" pool with the "old" pool of students. Research in 
Higher Education, 10, 207-219. 
Kurash, C.L. (1979). The transition to college: A study of separation-individuation in 
late adolescence. Ann Arbor, MI: University Microfilms International. 
Lachar, D. (1974). Prediction of early U.S. Air Force freshman cadet adaptation 
with the MMPI. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 21, 404-408. 
Lanyon, R.I. (1970). Development and validation of a psychological screening 
inventory. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology Monograph, 35 (1, part 
2). 
Lavin, D. (1965). The Prediction of Academic Performance. New York: Russell Sage 
Foundation. 
Loper, R.G., Robertson, J.M., & Swanson, E.O. (1968). College freshman MMPI 
90 
norms over a fourteen year period. Journal of College Student Personnel, 2. 404-
407. 
Lopez, F.G., Campbell, V.L., & Watkins, C.E. Jr. (1986). Depression, 
psychological separation, and college adjustment: An investigation of sex 
differences. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 33, 52-56. 
Munro, B.H. (1981). Dropouts from higher education: Path analysis of a national 
sample. American Educational Research Journal, 18, 131-141. 
Newmark, C.S. (1985). The MMPI. In C.S. Newmark (Ed.), Major Psychological 
Assessment Instruments. Boston: Allyn & Bacon. 
Panos, R. J. , & Astin, A. W. ( 1968). Attrition among college students. American 
Educational Research Journal, J_, 57-72. 
Pantages, T.J., & Creedon, C.F. (1978). Studies of college attrition. Review of 
Educational Research, 48, 49-101. 
Parker, C.A. (1961). The predictive use of the MMPI in a college counseling center. 
Journal of counseling Psychology, ~. 154-158. 
Pascarella, E.T., Duby, P.B., Miller, V.A., & Rasher, S.P. (1981). Preenrollment 
variables and academic performance as predictors of freshman year persistence, 
early withdrawal, and stopout behavior in an urban, nonresidential university. 
Research in Higher Education, 15, 329-349. 
Pervin, L.A., & Rubin, D.B. (1967). Student dissatisfaction with college and college 
dropout: A transactional approach. Journal of Social Psychology, 72, 285-295. 
Schwartz, S., & Giacoman, S. (1972). Convergent and discriminant validity of three 
measures of adjustment and three measures of social desirability. Journal of 
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 39, 239-242. 
91 
Sturm, D., Zax, M., Clarfield, S.P., & Pratt, D.M. (1977). The Zax information 
profile: A measure of college adjustment. Journal of Personality Assessment, 41, 
422-426. 
Sundberg, N. D. (1961). The practice of psychological testing in clinical services in 
the United States. American Psychologist, 16, 79-83. 
Terenzini, P.T., Lorang, W.G., & Pascarella, E.T. (1981). Predicting freshmen 
persistence and voluntary drop-out decisions: A replication. Research in Higher 
Education, 15, 109-127. 
Terenzini, P. T., & Pascarella, E.T. (1977). Voluntary freshman attrition and 
patterns of social and academic integration in a university: A test of a conceptual 
model. Research in Higher Education, Q, 25-43. 
Tinto, V. (1975). Dropout from higher education: A theoretical synthesis of recent 
research. Review of Educational Research, 45, 89-125. 
Tinto, V. (1986). Theories of student departure revisited. In Higher Education: 
Handbook of Theory and Practice. New York: Agathon Press. 
Tinto, V. (1988). Stages of student departure. Journal of Higher Education, 59, 438-
455. 
Waller, C. (1964). Research related to college persistence. College and University, 
40, 281-294. 
Welsh, G.S., & Dahlstrom, W.G. (1956). Basic Readings on the MMPI in 
Psychology and Medicine. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 
Wright, J.J. (1967). Reported personal stress sources and adjustment of entering 
freshmen. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 14, 371-373. 
Zax, M., Strahan, R., Clarfield, S.P., & Pratt, D.M. (1974). Development of a 
personality test based on general fund of information. Journal of Personality 
Assessment, 38, 215-222. 
92 
Zitzow, D. (1984). The college adjustment rating scale. Journal of College Student 
Personnel, March, 160-164. 
93 
VITA 
Maureen T. Brennan was born in 1954 in Kansas City, Missouri. Her 
elementary and secondary education was completed in Chicago Catholic schools. Ms. 
Brennan completed her bachelor degree in SociologY in 1976 from Illinois State 
University. She received her M.S.Ed. in Couns~1or Education from the same 
institution in 1979. Since completing her master~· degree, Ms. Brennan has worked 
in student affairs' positions at Kankakee CommUllit)' College, Governors State 
University and for last twelve years, Loyola University Chicago. She is currently the 
director of the Career Center at Loyola. 
DISSERTATION APPROVAL SHEET 
The dissertation submitted by Maureen T. Brennan has been read and approved by the 
following committee: 
Steven D. Brown, Ph.D., Director 
Professor, Counseling Psychology 
Loyola University Chicago 
Terry E. Williams, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor, Educational Leadership & Policy Studies 
Loyola University Chicago 
Gloria J. Lewis, Ph.D. 
Professor Emeritus, Counseling Psychology 
Loyola University Chicago. 
The final copies have been examined by the director of the dissertation and the 
signature which appears below verifies the fact that any necessary changes have been 
incorporated and that the dissertation is now given final approval by the committee 
with reference to content and form. 
The dissertation is, therefore, accepted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for 
the degree of Doctor of Philosophy. 
r rDate 
